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EDITORIAL NOTES 


“This is My commandment, that ye love one another, even as 
I have loved you.” (R. V., John 15: 12.) 

Since his first heart-beat, man has loved his fellow to some 
degree. If he hated his enemy, he at least loved his friend. He 
likewise loved his God; but he loved in fear, while perfect love 
knows no fear. The love commandment was written upon his 
heart and in his law, but it was imperfectly interpreted and under- 
stood. 

“Love is of God, and every one that loveth is born of God 
and knoweth God.” 

But man had departed from God and had therefore lost his 
perfect understanding of love, in losing his knowledge of God 
Jesus, who came to reveal again to him the Father, reveals to 
man perfect love as it is found in the Father in giving this, to 
man, a new commandment, to love one another in a way new to 
him, namely, “as I have loved you.” To enable him to under- 
stand the better the manner of the love of God, the love required 
of man, so contrary to the love man had understood, Jesus gave 
this commandment: “But I say unto you, Love your enemies, 
bless them that curse you, do good to them that hate you, and 
pray for them that despitefully use you, and persecute you.’ 
How different this from man’s conception! The best of men are 
willing to give of their substance to convert the heathen or to feed 
the poor and aid the stranger, but how contrary it is to the heart 
of man to forgive the least offense of one who may have wronged 
him! Yet our Lord says, “If thou bring thy gift to the altar, and 
there rememberest that thy brother hath ought against thee, leave 
there thy gift before the altar, and go thy way: first be recon- 
ciled to thy brother, and then come and offer thy gift.” 





362 THE CONVERTED CATHOLIC. 


How beautifully the Saviour demonstrated the meaning of the 
new commandment !—‘as I have loved you”—when, tormented 
upon the cross He looked down with compassion upon His ene- 
mies and prayed for them: “Father, forgive them, they know not 
what they do.” Yet man not only is unwilling to forgive his real 
enemies, but he invents enemies to hate in his vain suspicions, 
by ever seeking for injuries and imagining wrongs. 

This is, indeed, a new commandment, and one that flesh and 
blood cannot reveal. Religious man made much of the law, but 
“love is the fulfilling of the law. (Rom. 13: 10.) This is obvi- 
ous, for the law is of God, and “God is love.” 


**To the Help of the Lord”’ 

If Meroz was cursed “because they came not to the help of the 
Lord,” glorious are the names of those of whom Deborah and 
Barak sang—‘“when the people willingly offered themselves” —who 
did come to the help of the Lord, and who, so coming, triumphed 
mightily over the Lord’s enemies and their own foes. 

Come “‘to the help of the Lord,’’ beloved in the work of Christ’s 
Mission. Expenses are largely increased this Winter, and funds 
are greatly needed. We are trying to help a number of ex-priests 
in their education for the evangelical ministry. We shall tell you 
more about them later on. We have placed one of them, who 
came to us in July, in a theological seminary, and are obligated for 
his entire support. Another, who came during the Summer, is 
studying in a Bible college, and we are helping him with a stipend 
for services which we could otherwise obtain free of cost, Another 
we are supporting in missionary work in the city, and we are 
educating a youth to be a missionary among Catholics and re- 
formed Catholics. Others are looking to us for help and are wait- 
ing on us for the opportunity to begin their studies. 
We need money for them all, and a great deal of it. 
The current expenses of Christ’s Mission are large. But these 
are expenses in addition to the current expenses. And the whole 
is purely missionary work. It brings no income, and must find 
its support entirely in the voluntary offerings of those who, with 
willing hearts, come “to the help of the Lord against the mighty.” 

Ww, me eS 
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WHY ROMANISM RUINS A COUNTRY. 


BY THE REV. R. F. HORTON, D. D. 


We have before us a curious problem. It is not disputed 
that our Western civlization is the product of Christianity, 
and our Western civilization is the model and the teacher 
of the world. Progress, in any worthy sense of the word, 
is closely identified wth the Christian religion. 

But the largest and oldest Church of Christendom, the 
Papal Church, exercises on every country in which it is pre- 
dominant an extraordinary blight. Once the papal countries 
were in the van of Christendom; now they are in the rear. 
There is no longer a first-class power in Europe which ren- 
ders obedience to the papacy. France, the eldest daughter 
of the Church, has thrown off her allegiance. Italy, as a 
kingdom, repudiates the papal authority, though as a country 
she still harbors the Papal Court. 

The only two countries in Europe which have never 
broken away from the papacy, but have voluntarily submitted 
to the yoke, are Spain and Belgium. Austria cannot be in- 
cluded, for parts of that complex empire have been in the 
past, and still are, the theatre of vigorous Protestant move- 
ments. Belgium is the brightest gem in the papal crown. It 
is prosperous commercially, and it is devoutly Catholic, except 
so far as it is infidel and socialistic. It is unfortunate that this 
genuinely Catholic state should be responsible for the Congo 
and for what is rightly called “the greatest crime in history.” 

Spain is the other Catholic power in Europe. Once she 
was the admitted leader of Christendom and the conqueror of 
the New World. To-day, notwithstanding her size, she hardly 
counts in the councils of Europe, while Spanish America, the 
most completely Catholic part of the world outside Europe, 
is incapable of political stability or of moral progress. The 
contrast between the northern part of that continent, which. 
was colonized by Puritan England, and the southern part, 
which was conquered and settled by Catholic Spain, is one of 
the most striking object-lessons in the world, and illustrates; 
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the paradox that while Christendom is the leader of the world’s 
progress, within the borders of Christendom, Catholicism is 
retrogressive and retards. 

Thus the broad fact, whatever may be the explanation of 
it, is too plain to escape the notice of any candid inquirer. 
There is in Romanism some subtle and irresistible tendency 
to retard, and even to ruin, every country which it dominates. 

What emphasizes the paradox is that the Roman Church 
always retains an extraordinary hold over the people. It builds 
and maintains great churches, colleges, monasteries. It car- 
ries on its stately and often beautiful ceremonial. Its altars 
are thronged; its adherents are taught and shepherded and 
completely under control. 

In this respect Romanism is like Mohammedanism or Hin- 
duism—it really grips people and nations. The Roman Church 
dominates Ireland and the Irish as completely as Islam domi- 
nates Morocco. Ireland, with the exception of Ulster, is the 
Island of the Saints, and exhibits more perfectly than any 
other part of Europe the virtue and value of the papal religion. 
There the Catholic ideals are realized. There, under our in- 
dulgent Government, Catholicism enjoys a liberty and a power 
such as it enjoys nowhere else in the world. The traveler in 
Ireland sees everywhere the fine and costly churches and the com- 
fortable presbyteries rising among the hovels of the people. 
Every hillside has its memorials of saints. The priests con- 
trol not only the worship, but the life, of the people. They 
have it all their own way. If the Irish peasant desires free- 
dom he emigrates to America. I am told that not only peas- 
ants, but even priests frequently cross the Atlantic, not for 
economic or worldly reasons at all, but to escape from the 
rigid and perfected system of the Roman obedience, which is, 
as Catholics think, the supreme blessing, and, as Protestants 
think, the most crushing bane, of that lovely and melancholy 
land. 

The ruinous effect of Romanism on a country is plain. 
But when we come to inquire the reason of it there is room 
for much variety of opinion. I suggest four things, which 
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taken singly, might explain the result, but, taken together, 
leave us without astonishment, that where the papacy pre- 
vails nations wither and decay. 

These four things are: 

1. The sacerdotal system of Rome. 

2. The intellectual bondage and the consequent growth 
of superstition, which the system demands. 

3. The subtle effect of the system on the teaching and 
practise of truth. 

4. The position claimed by, and conceded to, the pope. 

I will endeavor to show how any one of these causes 
would account for the kind of degeneration and retrogression 
which is observable in Catholic communities. 

1. The Sacerdotal System.—In the first place, the Catho- 
lic priest is a celibate under compulsion; in the second place, 
he claims to discharge functions which invest him with a 
superhuman dignity and authority ; in the third place, he exer- 
cises in the confessional a power over his fellow men by meth- 
ods which are equally demoralizing to him and to them. 

Now, it may seem startling to connect the decay of Catholic 
countries with the celibacy of the priesthood. But here is a 
plain fact: In our Dictionary of National Biography, the larger 
Westminster Abbey, in which are recorded the lives of all who 
have served and made their country, the proportion of the 
“sons of the manse” is almost incredible. The clergy and 
ministers are a small part of our population, but they con- 
tribute, I think it is, more than a third of the great men and 
women of our English race. 

The simple life, filled with spiritual ideals, ordered and dis- 
ciplined by the duties of the pastor, the life of the rectory or 
of the manse, is, speaking broadly, the best training we have 
in England for boys and girls who are to serve their country 
well. If our clergy had been celibate for these four centuries 
of the Reformation, England would have lost at least a third 
of her greatest and noblest sons. There would have been no 
Nelson; there would have been no Tennyson; there would 
have been no Matthew Arnold. The Dictionary of National 
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Biography would shrink to two-thirds of its present dimen- 
sions. 

The Dictionary of Spanish Biography, if there is one, must 
be proportionately reduced. By the celibacy of the priesthood, 
and by the conventual system, in which Rome places the high- 
est expression of her religion, the best and noblest persons 
of the community are sterilized; they can give no legitimate 
children to their country. A Catholic community is thereby 
deprived of one of the wholesomest, most intellectual and most 
strenuous elements of population. And when this sterilizing 
process is carried on for some generations the Roman Catholic 
country falls far behind a country in which thousands of vicar- 
ages and manses are training up children in the best of all 
discipline—“plain living and high thinking.” 

But the Catholic priest is led to claim a character and to 
exercise functions which raise him out of the category of 
humanity. At the altar he changes bread and wine into the 
body and blood of Christ, and offers them as a sacrifice for 
sin, the food of the soul, God manifested in the flesh; so that, 
in the expressive language of St. Alfonso de Liguori, the priest 
is the CREATOR OF HIS CREATOR. Furthermore, he 
is taught to believe that he can forgive or retain sins. He 
thus holds the keys of Heaven for his fellow men, and can 
admit or exclude whom he will. 

Naturally, before one claiming such powers those who be- 
lieve in them bow down prostrate and obedient. God Himself 
could hardly do more than the priest professes to do. And 
therefore the devout Catholic submits to his priest as he would 
to God. He believes what his priest tells him, he does what 
his priest requires; he disposes of his property at the bidding 
of the priests, so that in England before the Reformation a 
third of the land had passed into the hands of the priests. He 
cannot call his soul his own—it is the priest’s; he cannot 
come to God, or receive the grace of God, but by the priest. 
Individuality, independence, manliness declines. The Catholic 
is held under the most subtle, the most absolute domination 
of a fellow mortal; he is like one hypnotized. 

If priests were the best and holiest of men this would still 
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be injurious to character. We must learn by independence. 
To possess our own souls and to come straight to God with- 
out any intermediary is the condition of moral and spiritual 
development. A population, therefore, under the domination 
of the best priests in the world would still be only children, 
utterly unable to make real progress in moral life and in 
spiritual knowledge. Such a population would always be in 
swaddling clothes, and would fall behind the manly races 
which make progressive countries. 

But the priests are not, as a whole, the best and holiest 
of men. A Frenchman, who had been a priest, told me that 
in France it is known that a third of the priests are real be- 
lievers, conscientious pastors, and morally good; that another 
third are skeptics, not believing the rites or the doctrines of 
the Church to which they are bound; and another third are 
immoral and often scandalous. 

But good Catholics are equaliy subject to the priest, 
whether he be good, bad ,or unbelieving; and a Catholic popu- 
lation is under a domination which, at its best dwarfing, not 
infrequently becomes vicious and corrupting. 

The corruption of the priesthood is inevitable in the Catho- 
lic system. Priests, as a rule, are only obtained by training 
boys in the seminaries and committing them to the vocation 
before they have a chance of knowing whether they are called 
to it. Many, therefore, must necessarily be unconvinced and 
heartless in their work. But priests who are to sit in the con- 
fessional are subjected to such a training in the depths and 
vagaries of iniquity that none but the most exalted minds can 
come through uncontaminated. 

When, “The Priest in Absolution,” the manual used by con- 
fessors, was brought by Lord Redesdale to the attention of the 
House of Lords, he declared that no one could read it with- 
out injury to his moral nature. Every priest who receives 
confessions must study books of this kind. And the demorali- 
zation spreads through the mind of the priest and the com- 
munity to which he ministers. 


(To be continued.) 
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LETTER TO CARDINAL GIBBONS 
IX. 


My dear Cardinal: 

As I well remember the first doubts with regard to the su- 
premacy of Peter came to my mind when I began to compare 
the present assumptions of the pope with the attitude of Paul 
and the early Church toward the first pope. It puzzled me that, 
being a matter of such importance, our Lord was not more defi- 
nite in giving the supremacy to Peter, and that Peter did not 
exercise this supremacy with a perfect knowledge of his rights 
and obligations. As I was emphatically taught in the Canon 
Law, “He that acknowledgeth not himself to be under the Bishop 
of Rome, and that the Bishop of Rome is ordained of God to 
have supremacy over all the world, is a heretic and cannot be 
saved, nor is of the flock of Christ,” I began to think that the 
conduct of Saint Paul toward his Holiness, Pope Peter the 
First, was not as that of a faithful son of the Church, and I 
wondered why Peter did not excommunicate Paul, when he, 
the “least of the apostles,” withstood him to his face. Resolving 
to study this question carefully, I at once began the task, but 
soon found to my confusion that there were as many contradic- 
tions as there. were historians, and as many different opinions as 
there were theologians. So I consulted a father, to whom I 
have already referred in the course of these letters, who, although 
not on good terms with the Vatican, was considered the first 
authority of the Order, and asked him to tell me frankly what 
was his opinion of the Apostolic Church as compared with the 
Church of the nineteenth century. He at once answered: “The 
difference is simply this: that the primitive Church was founded 
upon Christ, the Rock, and the present Church is founded upon 
Peter, whom Christ called Satan—a rolling stone!” This bitter 
reply so shocked me that I was driven to continue the study of 
the subject by myself, with the hope of finding.some ground for 
the teachings of Mother Church in this regard. I turned again 
to the Scriptures, only to confirm my previous impression that 
nothing definite could be found in them which would serve as 
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a basis for arguments such as those you have set forth in your 
book “The Faith of Our Fathers,” from pp. 117 to 162. These 
I went over most carefully, particularly the argument based upon 
Christ’s assertion, “Thou art Peter, and upon this rock will I 
build My Church, and the gates of hell shall not prevail against 
it.” With the words of the Father Consultor in my mind, my 
painful doubts were removed. Could Christ have been so mis- 
taken? If Peter was indeed the rock, how was it that he was 
so shaken, and the power of hell did prevail against him so far 
as to make him deny his Master? And, how was it that Jesus, 
in the same conversation, should say to Peter, “Get thee behind 
me, Satan?” But if the promise was made with reference to 
Peter’s confession, “Thou art the Christ, the Son of the living 
God,” it was plain that even if Peter should follow Judas, his 
infidelity would make no difference. The truth declared by him 
would still remain unshaken—Christ was the Son of God. 

In my trouble I went again to my Father Consultor, fortifying 
myself with all your arguments (there are no others, you know), 
aud le said: “All that is rubbish! I will say as St. Augustine 
did: ‘Ch, if the time lost in subtle, vain, philosophica. -Jisputa- 
tions should be employed in searching the Scriptures as the 
Word of God!’ In the first place, Petros does not mean ‘rock.’ 
In John 1 Christ says to ‘Simon, son of Jonas,’ that he 
shall be called ‘Cephas.’ Cephas is a Syriac word, which was 
renilered in Greek by the word ‘Petros, a stone. But there is 
a difference between ‘Petros’ a stone and ‘Petra’ a rock. One 
can be turned over and moved from its place, while the other 
is immovable. To say, then, to Peter, ‘Thou art a moveable stone, 
and upon this immoveable rock I will build My Church,’ would 
be nonsense. The fact is that the foundation of which Christ 
spoke was something as different from Peter as a rock is from a 
stone. But aside from all this interpretation of words, we know 
that the supremacy of Peter is entirely contrary to the spirit of 
the Gospel. Jesus said: ‘One is your Master, even Christ, and all 
ye are brethren,’ and we know that ‘no man can lay other foun- 
dation than that which is laid—Jesus Christ.’” “Father,” he con- 
tinued, “a young man, with his future before him, is in great 
danger when he falls into the hands of that siren the Vatican, 
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which will not hesitate to destroy all the good in him, for its 
own ends. He must make up his mind, once for all, to accept 
either the cross and crown of Christ or the false brilliance of 
the Vatican. I am old, and after my long experience, I choose 
the former. I wrote a letter to the authorities at Rome, and 
said, ‘Prove to me that you are right, and I will deny the Gos- 
pels, and even (but God forbid!) the divinity of Christ.’ Just 
a few days ago they answered me: ‘You are suspended a divinis, 
and are on trial for denying the divinity of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, and the authenticity of His holy Gospels.’ To this I 
replied, ‘In the name of our Lord I deny the alleged charges, 
and say emphatically, with His holy Gospels in my hands, that 
you have departed from them. I declare myself to be in perfect 
harmony with the teachings of my Lord, and as my position is 
unalterable, I will relieve you of the trouble and responsibility 
of an iniquitous trial by also declaring myself in opposition to 
you. I accuse you of being responsible before God for soiling 
by your presumptuous claims the beauty of the character and doc- 
trines of Jesus Christ, and also for the perdition of millions of 
souls.’ ”’ 

I will not relate here the consequences that came to him for 
his stand against Rome taken by my Father Consultor; but for 
me this conversation and subsequent ones opened up a new 
world. 

Let me briefly state some others of the strongest arguments 
of the Roman Church, and endeavor to cast upon them a ray of 
the light which gradually penetrated my soul. 

Artaud, in his “Lives of the Popes,” which you commend, 
says (p. 12): “Saint John, the beloved disciple, called Peter by 
the title of apostle as having received from Jesus Christ in re- 
ward for his attachment the pastorate or vicarship.” This is a 
very captious conclusion. We might deduce from it, that after 
the ascension of our Lord there were as many vicars of Christ 
as there were apostles. Even Paul was as much a pope; for 
he, too, was called an apostle of Jesus Christ. You say that 
Christ delivered the keys to Peter with authority to bind and 
loose; but you do not mention that this authority was given to 
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all the apostles upon two subsequent occasions (Matt. 18: 18, 
John 20: 23) ; and though you dwell upon Jesus’ charge to Peter 
to feed His flock, you do not mention that when Peter asked 
what John was to do, Jesus answered . . . “What is that to thee? 
Follow thou Me.” Why did He not say, “He and all My dis- 
ciples, thy brethren, shall obey thee as My representative upon 
earth, and the chief shepherd of My flock?” 

There is no evidence anywhere that Peter claimed to be a 
pope, or that the other apostles recognized him as such. 

In the “Lives of the Popes” (p. 13) we read: “Peter’s first 
act of pontifical jurisdiction after the ascension was the assem- 
bling of a council at Jerusalem.” The Scriptures do not say that 
Peter assembled a council, but that Jesus commanded all the 
company of believers not to depart from Jerusalem, but to wait 
for the coming of the Holy Spirit. (Acts 1:4.) And it was not 
Peter who appointed a successor to Judas, but the number of 
men and women assembled being “about an hundred and twenty,” 
“they gave forth their lots; and the lot fell upon Matthias.” 
(Acts 1: 26.) Why did not Peter, if he were really pope, simply 
appoint whomever he chose, as the present pope appoints a new 
cardinal ? 

Again we read in the same work (pp. 12, 13): “Peter re- 
mained in Judea five years . . . he went to Samaria, which St. 
Philip had already converted, to administer the right of con- 
firmation to the faithful.” But in Acts 8: 14, 15 we are told 
that “when the apostles at Jerusalem heard that Samaria had 
received the word of God they sent unto them Peter and John, 
who, when they were come down, prayed for them,” etc.; and 
in verse 17, “Then laid they their hands upon them.” Here it 
is plain that both Peter and John, without distinction of rank, 
were commissioned by the assembly of the apostles to visit Sa- 
maria. After Peter’s visit to Cornelius, the centurion, some of 
“the brethren” at Jerusalem contended with him (Acts 11: 2) 
because he had associated with a Gentile, and Peter was obliged 
to “rehearse the whole matter from the beginning” and explain 
that he had acted in obedience to a special revelation. If he 
were pope and continually acting under the inspiration of the 
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Holy Spirit would he have needed this special revelation? And, 
would the brethren have presumed to criticise his action or 
require an explanation? 

Again we read (“Lives of the Popes,” p. 14): “He (Peter) 
took up his abode in Antioch in A. D. 38, and governed that 
see for several years.” It seems strange that the first pope 
should restrict his jurisdiction to the bishopric of Antioch, .and 
should make no attempt to claim his primacy over all the churches. 
Jerome, in Scripturibus Eccl. C. I., denies that Peter was ever at 
Antioch, as also does Eusebius Hist. Eccl. iii.: 22. And Car- 
dinal Baronius, one of your greatest authorities (in Ann. Dom. 38, 
p. 19) says: “For what dges it mean when Peter 
is said to have founded the Church of Antioch? 
They are quite wrong who think that Peter must have gone 
to Antioch.” But your favorite historian, Alzog (vol I, p. 179) 
affirms that “Peter was for a time bishop of the Church of Anti- 
och.” In “The Church and Saints,” p. 45, we read: “Saint Greg- 
ory the Great says that the Prince of the Apostles was seven years 
Bishop of Antioch,” and on p. 46, “Saint Peter was succeeded as 
Bishop of Antioch by St. Euodius.” But you must recognize that 
this opinion contradicts St. Chrysostom, who says: “It was St. 
Peter himself who appointed St. Ignatius to succeed him.” But 
in spite of these contradictions your Church celebrates the 
twenty-second of February as the feast of the Chair of St. Peter 
at Antioch with Duplex Majus in the Breviary, in which in the 
lesson of the second nocturn we read: “Institutio solemnitatis 
hodiernae a senioribus nostris cathedrae nomen accepit, ideo quod 
primus Apostolorum Petrus hodie episcopatus cathedram sus- 
cepisse referatur.” 

But Peter’s stay at Antioch does not so much concern us as 
the question of his episcopate in Rome. The Church teaches that 
when St. Paul said he was hindered from going to Rome because 
he did not wish to build upon another man’s foundation, he ad- 
mitted that St. Peter was then pope in Rome. The riddle here 
is, How could the Church at Rome respect its first pope and at 
the same time so greatly desire the coming of Paul as of one in 
higher authority than any of its own leaders? Paul, in his epistle 
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to the Romans, speaks of his great desire to visit them, and con- 
cludes by sending salutations by name to many of the promi- 
nent members of the Church, but no mention is made of Peter, 
Prince of the Apostles and their bishop or pope. Would a modern 
pope endure such a slight at the hands of one of his subordinates? 
Neither Peter nor Paul make any mention one of the other dur- 
ing their attributed ministries at Rome. 

In the Fam. Ex. Cath. Doctrina, 1888, which bears your im- 
primatur, we read on page 111: “After the death of St. Peter, the 
Pope, the Bishop of Rome has always been taken as the visible 
head of Christ’s Church, because St. Peter established his see at 
Rome and consecrated it with his blood.” 

Now, do you not think it would be more honest and truthful 
to say with De Cormenin, himself a Roman Catholic, “We are 
compelled to admit the force of reasoning of the Protestants, who 
steadily deny the existence of the journey of St. Peter to Rome. 
There is no proof that his blood was shed at Rome, despite the 
opinions of Baronius, Fleury and others.” (Hist. of Popes, pp. 
17, 18); or with Ellendorf, Roman Catholic professor at Berlin, 
“Peter’s abode at Rome can never be proved” (Bib. Sac., Jan., 
1895, 105); or with John Bapt. Mantuan, M. Casenas, Marcil- 
lius Patavius, J. Aventinus and Card. Molinaeus, all Roman 
Catholics, who openly denied the visit of Peter to Rome, as we 
see in Francis Turrentin, Op. p. 144? 

If even his journey to Rome is so much disputed, how is it 
possible to affirm his occupancy of the episcopate for twenty-five 
years? The Roman Church would give millions for a conclusive 
proof that Peter was ever in Rome. The fact is, that we have 
no mention of it in the early centuries. Your authorities are 
spurious, and yet you exhibit them as genuine in all that favors 
your purpose. The fable was invented by Papias, and to main- 
tain it, it was necessary to resort to fraud and forgeries. We 
have the testimony of Tillemont, one of your best historians, 
1637-98, who tells us that “all the Decretal letters attributed to 
the popes before Siricius, A. D. 325, are frauds and forgeries.” 
The reasons are given by Father Dupin, 1657-1719, in his chap- 
ter on the False Decretals. 
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It is very strange also that you who so strongly recommend 
Artaud’s “Lives of the Popes” quote authorities in your book 
which he has rejected as forgeries, and it is stranger still that he 
should affirm in the text of his work that which he condemns in 
the foot notes. For instance, he affirms that St. Linus, successor 
of Peter, is the author of various works, and yet in a foot note 
he says (i: 19), “These are pronounced Apocryphal, because they 
are infected with errors resembling those of the Manicheans.” 
Now, if he knows that they are frauds, why does he mention them 
in any other way? He must have some purpose, as you also 
must have, when, knowing that all the writings previous to the 
third or fourth centuries are spurious, you yet use them as au- 
thorities. Let us look at one instance. Your affirmation in 
speaking of the supremacy of Peter that there is not the slightest 
doubt of it, as it is proved by tradition and by the Fathers, many 
of whom have received their knowledge of the facts almost 
through eye witnesses, only gives more force to one question as 
to why, if this is so, there should be doubt about such vital mat- 
ters, as, for instance, the date of Peter’s episcopate and the suc- 
cession? 

In “The Church and Saints” (Jan. 18, pp. 47, 48) to prove 
that St. Peter was at Rome, it is stated, “Dionysius, Bishop of 
Corinth, and St. Ireneus, both of the second century, consider 
St. Peter and St. Paul as the founders of that Church” (Rome). 
But that only shows that the primitive Christians did not acknowl- 
edge Peter as pope, but gave Paul equal honor. Besides, if you 
wish to quote Ireneus as an authority, you will have to admit 
that Christ died at the age of fifty-two years, because he says so. 

To be brief, we can never be certain that Peter was ever in 
Rome. This subject has been, and ever will be, a theme for dis- 
cussion among your own historians. Nor do we know anything 
certain about Peter’s death. The Diario, an almanack published 
by the Vatican, says that Peter went to Rome, A. D. 42, and died 
in 65; but the “Lives of the Popes,” p. 16, says “the twenty- 
five years of St. Peter’s pontificate only commenced in the year 
42; it must, at least, be admited that his death took place in the 
year 67.” Baronius, Brother Sangallo and Navoes are of the 
opinion that “Peter suffered martyrdom in the year 69.” 
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“The Church and Saints” emphatically say (p. 72) that Peter 
was Bishop of Antioch from A. D. 33 to A. D. 40, when he went 
to Rome, where he died in 65, and that “at the same day and year 
took place the martyrdom of Paul.” But on the occasion of the 
centenary of Sts. Peter and Paul at Rome, 1867, Gams wrote a 
work, entitled “The Respective Years of the Martyrdom of Sts. 
Peter and Paul,” in which he maintains that St. Peter suffered 
in the year 65 and St. Paul in 67. 

If we are uncertain about St. Peter’s being in Rome twenty- 
five years, we are equally uncertain about the succession. For 
instance : 

First—Ireneus, III., 3, 3 H, says: “The holy apostles, Peter and 
Paul, founded the Church at Rome and conferred the office of 
bishop upon Linus; he was followed by Anacletus, after whom, 
as third in descent from the apostles, Clement received the see.” 

Second—In contradiction, Eusebius Hist. Eccl. III, 2, says: 
“In the Church at Rome, after the martyrdom of Paul and Peter, 
Linus was the first to receive the office of bishop. 

Thus Ireneus makes Peter and Paul confer the bishopric 
upon Linus, while Eusebius does not give Linus the bishopric 
until after Peter and Paul are both dead. 

Third—The apostolic constitutions, eight books, which you, 
as well as I, know to be spurious, although you delight in pre- 
senting them as authority, says: “Paul appointed Linus Bishop 
of Rome, after whose death Peter appointed Clement as the sec- 
ond.” Here we have a third and different story and contradic- 
tion. 

Fourth — Catholics are taught to believe De Bruno, and 
Catholics are asked to believe the “Lives of the Popes,” yet these 
two authorities give different lists of the succession. 

De Bruno gives his list as follows: “Peter 42-67; Linus, 67-78; 
Cletus, 78-90; Clement, 90-100; Anacletus, 100-112; Evaristus, 
112-121.” 

The “Lives of the Popes,” gives the list: “Peter, 42-67; Linus, 
67-78; Anacletus, 78-91; Clement, 91-100; Evaristus, 100-109.” 

Thus De Bruno includes Cletus as the third, while the “Lives 
of the Popes” omit Cletus and make Anacletus the third. And 
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De Bruno places Clement before Anacletus, while the “‘Lives of 
the Popes” places Anacletus before Clement. De Bruno gives 
Anacletus, 100-112, and the “Lives of the Popes” gives him 78-91. 
De Bruno gives Evaristus 112-121, and the “Lives of the Popes” 
gives him 100-109. The “Lives of the Popes” tells us that Cletus 
and Anacletus are one and the same person, while in the Bre- 
viary each of these popes is recognized with a special office. And 
while the Bolandos have eliminated both of these names from 
the list of the saints, the Breviary, revised by Leo XIII., retains 
both of them, and describes the manner of their martyrdom. 

Now, my dear cardinal, this letter is becoming too long, and 
I will briefly state its purpose, which is to ask how, in view of 
so much uncertainty and contradiction among your historians and 
authorities, can you justify your Church in demanding of men 
a belief in the apostolic succession of the papacy from Peter, and 
in excommunicating them from the flock of our Lord Jesus Christ, 
when they are unable to believe these contradictions and accept 
the dogmatic claims based upon them? 

MANUEL FERRANDO. 


THE ORANGEMEN’S FURNACE AND THE 
POPE’S HELL 


BY CHARLES EATON, WATERLOO, N. H. 


[This article does not treat of the manufacturer’s furnace 
or of the hades and Gehenna of the Bible; it treats of the savagery 
of lawless laborers and of the infinitely worse savagery of the 
lawless pope and his prelates.] 

After visiting Belfast last Summer a Baptist minister, Rev. 
G. O. Griffith, wrote a letter to “The Watchman,” of Boston, 
describing the intense opposition of the Orangemen of that city 
and of the surrounding region to the pending bill giving Ireland 
Home Rule—“Rome Rule,” as the Orangemen call it. Among 
the alleged deeds of the Orangemen, which came to Mr. Griffith’s 
notice, was this most shocking one: “A young Catholic factory 
hand was told by his Protestant mates to curse the pope. The 
young man refused. ‘Then we are going to take you to the 
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furnace, was the threat, followed by another appeal to curse his 
Holiness. The young fellow was made of stuff that martyrs are 
fashioned out of, and held firm. He was hauled off to the factory 
furnace. The iron door was flung open. He was thrust head 
first through the roaring flames. His hair and eye-brows were 
singed. I was told that then, to save himself, he instinctively put 
up his hands to push back against the furnace door, and the iron 
seared his hands and arms to the elbow. I was informed that he 
would be crippled for life. I fear there is no doubt of the 
authenticity of such stories. Whatever may be the evils of Rome 
Rule one could hardly imagine anything much more hellish than 
this particular kind of Orange Rule.” 

“The Sacred Heart Review,” a papal organ of Boston, com- 
ments thus upon the alleged deeds pointed out in this letter: “If 
among any Catholic people in the world there occurred such out- 
rages against Protestants as are now being perpetrated against 
Catholics in Belfast, the Protestant press and pulpit of this 
country would ring with indignation about ‘Romish intolerance,’ 
‘medieval barbarism,’ and other evils supposed to be part and 
parcel of the Catholic religion.” 

Horrible, as this furnace crime was, it is incomparable to the 
papal savagery taught in every Catholic catechism, pulpit, school, 
confessional and church paper, including “The Sacred Heart 
Review” itselfi—taught in line upon line, in canon upon canon, 
and in dogma upon dogma. “Medieval barbarism” is not a “pre- 
sumed” part of the Catholic religion; it is a tangible, conspicuous 
and appalling part of it. Cardinal Gibbons’ precepts are shoving 
the bodies of men and women, old and young, into the pope’s 
terrible hell of punishment every day and night; and this, too, 
not for theft, lies, adultery, murder—not for violations of the 
moral law or of the state’s penal code—but for exercising the in- 
alienable rights of civilized beings—if the Catholic precepts are 
truths. The cruel heat of the Belfast furnace was only like that 
of a feeble, dying match compared to the furious fires in the lurid 
gulf in which the dogmas of the American hierarchy roast 
citizens for using and honoring the rights and institutions estab- 
lished by our country. Though the suffering of the Belfast 
Catholic be the longest in time, it has a limit; but the anguish of 
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American Catholics, who refuse to accuse themselves of mortal 
sin for being married at our altars, for sending children to our 
schools, for interpreting the Bible differently from the pope, for 
associating with and worshiping with their Protestant neighbors 
—for acting the part of patriotic Americans—will continue for- 
ever and forever, after clocks and almanacs and suns and. moons 
cease to measure time! Is it retorted that my assertions are false? 
Read this from “The Sacred Heart Review”—whose editor seems 
to possess a human heart while viewing the Belfast furnace: 
“It is an article of our faith that every one who dies in the state 
of mortal sin is cast into Hell for all eternity. . . . Enumerate all 
that causes pain and suffering here upon earth: sickness, 
amputation of limbs, scorching heat, parching thirst, the burning 
glow of a furnace—all fall short of the meaning of the words 
hell damnation.”” What has a Catholic done who dies in mortal 
sin? He may be as void of vice as a new-born babe, but if he 
looks a priest in the eye and tells him: “The moral laws that 
govern me, and the institutions I support, are those made by the 
American people and not by the Roman pontiff,” he is guiity of 
mortal sin, and, unless he repents, his doom is sealed. If he tells 
Cardinal Farley that the rights and institutions he loves are those 
symbolized by the flag that waves over the Capitol at Albany, 
and not by the one flying over the Vatican, Farley’s precepts 
thrust him into hell, and close the merciless door upon him forever, 

Such is Catholic écclesiastical patriotism; and Cardinal Gib- 
bons and Archbishop Ireland want a division of our school- 
moneys to compensate them for teaching this sort of patriotism 
in their parochial schools! They want compensation for teaching 
Catholic children that American institutions and our sacred rights 
are mortal sins! They want compensation for teaching American 
children that, if they believe as Washington and Lincoln did, 
that our Constitution and laws are above the pope’s constitution 
and laws—if they believe that our Constitution and laws are, as 
the Constitution says, “the supreme law of the land,” they will 
incur the endless torments of hell! They want compensation for 
plotting to wrest jurisdiction over faith and morals from the 
American people! 

The reigning Pope Pius X himself has given us an impressive 
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example of a Catholic living in mortal sin. In his curse of the 
Modernists he describes a mortal sinner as one who speaks thus: 
“Every Catholic, from the fact that he is also a citizen, has the right 
and the duty to work for the common good in the way he thinks 
best, without troubling himself about the authority of the Church, 
without paying any heed to its wishes, its counsels, its orders—nay, 
even in spite of her rebukes.” 

Bear in mind that the pope accuses the Modernists with com- 
mending this personality. 

The pope’s description fits 75,000,000 American people— 
our entire non-Catholic population. In working for the common 
good—“the general welfare,” as our Constitution phrases it—a 
man should trouble himself about the good of all the people, 
whether Catholic or non-Catholic. A Catholic or non-Catholic 
who esteems his Church above his fellow-citizens, above his 
country, cannot work for the common good; for his natural im- 
pulses ceaselessly call him and constrain him to fidelity to the 
object of his supreme love. What tomfoolery, dissentions and 
derision our city and state legislatures would be in if the different 
Protestant Churches were rival claimants of jurisdiction over 
faith and morals, like the Catholic Church, and the representatives 
—the Baptists, Episcopalians, Methodists, Presbyterians, Congre- 
gationalists, Lutherans, and scores of others—held the interests 
of their Church above the common good, and believed they were 
doomed to hell if they do not first, last and all the time obey their 
Church officials !—obey these rival claimants to supreme authority 
over the marriage altar, the school book, the platform, the press, 
the pulpit—all the instruments and agencies of modern civiliza- 
tion in the realm of faith and morals! What a scene of strife and 
madness ! 

The pope’s description of a mortal sinner fits the great and 
good who have battled for the rights of the people—battled for 
liberty, equality and fraternity, the guiding ideals of human 
progress; it fits the heroic Catholics the pope cursed for giving 
England and her unborn child, America, Magna Charta; it fits 
Martin Luther, who wrested jurisdiction over marriage, educa- 
tion, morals and religion from the grasp of the papacy, and 
restored it to the people where Jesus had left it; the pope’s 
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description fits Algernon Sidney who, when facing the hneads- 
man’s ax on the scaffold of death, declared that “God has left 
nations unto the liberty of setting up such government as best 
please themselves’-—not popes and cardinals; it fits Thomas Jef- 
ferson who echoed this great truth in our Declaration of Inde- 
pendence ; the pope’s description fits the banished Roger Williams 
who founded the first state in all the world on religious liberty ; 
it fits the splendid Maryland Catholics who voted with Prot- 
estants for religious toleration; the pope’s description fits the 
authors of our Federal Constitution which guarantees to Prot- 
estants the right to become Catholics and to Catholics the right 
to become Protestants—without being punished for it in hell; it 
fits Abraham Lincoln who pleaded at Gettysburg for a republic 
of men of exactly the pope’s description ; the pope’s description of 
a mortal sinner fits General Grant, who exhorted his old soldiers 
to labor for free speech, free press, free thought and unfettered 
religious belief. 

Here is a more complete description of the pope’s hell by 
Saint Alphonso Liguori. 

“In hell there is a kind of horrible gloom, where the dim 
light only serves to reveal objects of horror—a vast expanse over- 
arched and searched by torrents of devouring flame, where 
lie in heaps the carcasses of the damned, incapable of motion from 
their first casting down; and as long as God shall be God, the 
brains within the head, the marrow within the bones, the bowels 
within the body, the blood within the veins, the heart within the 
breast, shall be searched and interpenetrated by quench- 
less fire. ... The ears of the damned shall ever echo to the 
unceasing howling of the devils and of their own shrieks of 
despair, of agony, and of impotent rage. How painful to listen 
to the groans of a sick man, and what must be the torture to the in- 
habitants of hell to listen, not for an hour, a day, a week, but 
to the dreadful sounds which fill the air of hell forever and for- 
ever... . In that fiery deluge must the souls of the lost for- 
ever toss to and fro, like chips upon an ocean, but chips con- 
substantiated with fire.” 

Saint Liguori died in the last quarter of the 18th century 
having lived in a period of civilization when kindness and forgive- 
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ness and love were fermenting in human hearts, and reason and 
truth were illuminating men’s minds, But he breathed a genuine 
“Catholic atmosphere” and escaped all the “perils” of this love 
and truth; and evidently gloated over the anguish his wild eyes 
saw in the pope’s hell. One of his appreciative papal biographers 
says he was a “comfort to many souls!” 

If there is any validity in our constitutional guarantees of 
liberty, it is as sacred a right to every American to believe in the 
sovereignty of the people in the moral sphere as it is to the Belfast 
Catholic to believe in the sovereignty of the pope in that sphere. 
This being so, how can any one of us, Catholic or non-Catholic, 
who openly condemns the deed of the lawless Orangemen, turn 
and passively behold the “quenchless fire” of the pope’s hell 
searching and interpenetrating the quivering brains, the melting 
marrow, the boiling blood and the throbbing hearts of our fellow 
citizens and kindred beyond the grave—all for having loved the 
ideals and institutions of our republic!—How can any of us re- 
main silent about this horror, this horror which the pope is using 
as a weapon in dealing deadly blows to our country! How can 
the editors of our papers, our Protestant clergy, our politicians 
and office-holders, our national leaders—Taft, Wilson, Roose- 
velt and Bryan—how can they remain silent about the ecclesi- 
astical treason and savagery that have made our rights and 
institutions mortal sins, and that damn as criminals all Catholics 
who use and honor these blessings? 

It is wicked to burn a man for not obeying the pope as 
it is to burn a man for not cursing the pope. The savagery of 
the Orangemen was a violation of the doctrines of the Orange 
organization. But persecution and torture are active and ever 
existing principles and instruments of the pope and his bishops. 
His awful hell—his overwhelming religious terrorism—is the 
conquering weapon used by the hierarchs, priests, monks and 
nuns—the invading papal army—to destroy our ideals, rights 
and institutions—to destroy the martyr Lincoln’s republic. 


“As it is the special work of a shoemaker to make shoes, and 
of a tailor to make coats, so it is the special work of a Christian 
to pray.”—Martin Luther. 
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The CATHOLIC CHURCH’S RECENT MOVES 
AGAINST MR. AND MRS. WILSON 


BY MR. CHATTIN BRADWAY. 


The Washington papers, on October 17th, stated that 
Mrs. Woodrow Wilson, wife of the Democratic presidential 
nominee, came to Baltimore to visit Mrs. William M: Elliott, 
and by prearrangement on his part, Cardinal Gibbons called 
on Mrs. Wilson at the Elliott residence soon after her arrival. 
The papers do not state why the cardinal called on the wife 
of the candidate who appears to have the best chance of 
election, and probably nobody but the cardinal and Mrs. 
Wilson know the object of that call. It appears that the 
cardinal aims to effect an early entree into the Wilson family, 
and then follow it later by personal calls at the White House, 
should Mr. Wilson be elected, in order that proper recog- 
nition, as in the past, shall be given to the Catholic Church 
by the new incumbent. The entree of Catholic priests and 
cardinals to the White House during the last four years, and, 
in fact, during Roosevelt’s terms, is responsible, to a large 
degree, for the rapid progress of the Church in its aim “to 
make America Catholic.” 

What were the cardinal’s motives? is the vital question. 
It is a fact that the Catholic hierarchy has tried in numerous 
ways to compromise Mr. Wilson so that it could maintain 
on him the hold that it has so effectively had on President 
Taft. But they found Wilson not so pliant and so easily 
handled. Being in doubt as to its future welfare if Wilson 
should win on November 5th, the hierarchy must gain the 
énd sought, as it has repeatedly done in the past, through 
the aid of a woman, the wife of the comparatively uncom- 
promising and unpliant Mr. Wilson. History is replete with 
instances where women have been made the willing tools 
in the hands of the Church whereby the Holy See has ruled 
nations, precipitated wars, fomented discord, persecuted 
enemies and thwarted on every hand the progress of political 
and religious liberty. In our own Government the Church 
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has gained power amazingly through the wives and 
daughters of representatives and senators, and the diplo- 
matic, departmental, army and navy officers of the Govern- 
ment, working through their husbands, fathers and brothers. 
Woman has for centuries been a tremendous help to the 
Catholic Church in gaining the power it enjoys, and the con- 
fessional is the institution through which it has operated. 
Destroy the confessional and the menacing power of Rome 
will rapidly wane. 

Seeing that it was impossible to awaken in Mr. Wilson 
a servile friendliness to the Roman Catholic Church, another 
course for the hierarchy to follow was to try to gain the 
confidence and aid of Mrs. Wilson. How was she to be 
reached, and by whom? was the question. An opportune 
occasion presented itself. Mrs. Wilson, it was announced, 
was to visit in Baltimore. The cardinal then could act as 
the agent of the Church in this particular move. He, the 
highest dignitary in America of the Catholic Church, accord- 
ingly arranged to call on her, who, according to present 
indications, is likely to be the first lady of the land. There 
must be some peculiar significance in the cardinal’s visit. 
But judging from the character of Mrs. Wilson it seems 
safe to conclude that the cardinal did not make much head- 
way with his errand. But nothing has been given to the 
public of the meeting, and it is to be hoped that she will 
fully realize the critical position she will occupy if she enters 
the White House, for she can do wonders in the coming 
years in preventing the making of America Catholic. 

If Cardinal Gibbons went to Mrs. Wilson with the hope 
of enlisting her aid to accomplish that which there was no 
hope of Mr. Wilson doing, his visit was an insult to her 
intelligence, character and positon, if not also traiterous, 
and we trust that she will regard it as an insult and that 
Mr. Wilson will never forget it. 

Incidentally, the question of etiquette was involved. Car- 
dinal O’Connell last March in Boston established a universal 
precedent, with the aid of President Taft, that the cardinals 
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of the Catholic Church, being princes of the Vatican blood, 
rank next to the President in public functions, and conse- 
quently, according to rules of etiquette it is the proper thing 
for persons of inferior rank to be called to or to call upon 
those of higher rank. Now, Woodrow Wilson is merely Gov- 
ernor of the State of New Jersey. He ranks below the Presi- 
dent, and according to Catholic hierarchy’s claim he ranks 
below cardinals, and so does Mrs. Woodrow Wilson. In 
view of this Cardinal Gibbons should not, out of respect to 
the assumed rank of his positon, have condescended to call 
on Mrs. Wilson, but should have had her call on him. But he 
was the one seeking favors, and he had no claim on 
Mrs. Wilson, so, like Mohammed, he had to journey to 
her. How it must have humbled his pride! But the means 
justified the end. 

Now, what effect does the cardinal’s visit have on the 
political situation? It has the injurious effect that those who 
cannot see through the deception of the Catholic Church in 
this political move and who want a President who is not 
obligated to Rome will not vote for Wilson, Taft’s strongest 
opponent, and hence Taft will be benefited, Taft, it being 
remembered, being the candidate that Cardinal Gibbons him- 
self openly advocated, and whose election will, in the words 
of the “Western Watchman,” of October 3, 1912, “make all 
papal Rome rejoice.” 

Another dastardly move, injurious to Mr. Wilson, is the 
announcement that he was made an honorary member of the 
Knights of Columbus. On October 21, 1912, “The Bulletin” 
(Washington, D. C.), contained the following news item: 


At the recent Knights of Columbus banquet in New York 
both Governor Wilson and William Sulzer were made hon- 
orary members of the order. Wilson and Sulzer both made 
speeches, in which they announced their friendliness to the 


order. 

What can be the meaning of this? A nominee for the 
greatest national office in the gift of the people, and another 
nominee for the highest office in the greatest state of the 
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Union—Wilson and Sulzer, both Presbyterians—said to have 
declared friendliness to an order that is regarded by the hier- 
archy as the right hand of the pope, and, in fact, a military 
and secret organization, with the password, “The Pope is 
King.” 

According to the oath of the fourth degree Knights of 
Columbus each Knight must say: 


I do denounce and disown any allegiance as due to any 
heretical king, prince or state, named Protestant or Liberals, 
or obedience to any of their laws, magistrates or officers; and 

That I will in voting always vote for a Knight of Colum- 
bus in preference to a Protestant, especially a Mason, and 
that I will leave my party so to do; that if two Catholics 
are on the ticket I will satisfy myself which is the better 
supporter of the Mother Church and vote accordingly. 

That I will provide myself with arms and ammunition 
that I may be in readiness when the word is passed, or I 
am commanded to defend the Church either as an individual 
or with the militia of the pope. 

All of which I, do swear 
by the blessed Trinity and the blessed sacrament which I 


am now to receive, to perform and on my part to keep this 
my oath. 


In testimony whereof I take this most holy and sacred 
sacrament of the Eucharist, and witness the same further 
with my name written with the point of this dagger, dipped 
in my blood, and seal, in the face of this holy sacrament.” 


It seems preposterous that Governor Wilson would be 
an honorary member of this treasonable order of the Knights 
of Columbus. He would be a traitor to join it. It may be 
that he was voted an honorary member, but that does not 
mean that he will be a member. We have no word that 
he ever accepted this so-called honor thrust upon him, and 
it is extremely doubtful if he ever would. Undoubtedly he 
would not accept it so close to election, and it is idiotic for 
the Knights of Columbus to expect him to accept. It is 
apparent that their object is to injure Governor Wilson 


politically with the voters by associating his name with things 
Roman Catholic and thereby disgust those patriotic voters 
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who want as near an anti-papal President as can be elected 
at this time. By thus injuring Wilson Taft’s chances of re- 
election may be considerably helped. 

If the Knights of Columbus are sincere in making Wilson 
a K. of C. they are evidently trying to outdo the Masons 
when the latter made Taft a Mason at sight, and thereby 
brought disgrace upon their ancient and venerable order. 
Taft, by his pro-Catholic acts as President, has shown him- 
self to be anything but a Mason in spirit, and the only way 
open for the Masonic Order to correct the blunder and to 
purify itself of the blot resting upon it is to ignominiously 
expel from the order the outgoing President. The Masons, 
however, had the grace to make Taft a Mason at sight after 
election instead of heaping an unsought honor on him before 
election, as the Knights of Columbus have done with Wilson. 

Let us hope that Governor Wilson will not permit his 
name to be linked ‘with that of the Knights of Columbus, 
especially as a member of that organization, or with any- 
thing Catholic, and it is further hoped that he will vigorously 
protest, as a true American should, against the unwarranted 
presumption that this traitorous order has taken. The voters 
will wait with interest Mr. Wilson’s emphatic denial of his 
being a member of the K. of C. 

Washington, D. C., Oct. 22, 1912. 


THE ROMAN CATHOLIC MASS AND THE 
BIBLE 


BY THE REV. CHARLES C. COOK, 

The Lord’s Supper, in the Roman Catholic Church, is called 
“The Mass,” a word which in itself has no significance, being 
merely a modification of the phrase, “Ite, missa est”—‘‘Go, the 
assembly is dismissed,” which was uttered in the early assem- 
blies of the Church at the dismission of the congregation, after 
which those who remained partook of the sacred emblems in 
the Lord’s Supper. By a strange use—or rather misuse—the 
words of dismissal uttered at the end of one service became 
in the word “Mass” the name for the service which followed. 
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But that which this word—in itself so meaningless—repre- 
sents has an overshadowing significance in Romanism, to 
which system it is distinctive and peculiar, for there it goes 
far beyond any idea or conception that can be found in the 
New Testament. 

The Christian sees in the Lord’s Supper a memorial, a com- 
munion, a feast of thanksgiving, and some, indeed, regard it 
as a sacrament, but in Rome it is a “sacrifice!”—a ceremony 
in which the celebrant boldly claims to offer for the living 
and the dead, a repetition of the atoning sacrifice of Christ on 
Calvary. That this involves not merely a difference in words, 
expressions and forms, but of vital faith and practise, will at 
once be seen. It includes the belief that the officiating priest ac- 
tually changes the elements of bread and wine into the real 
body and blood of Christ, the process by which this change 
is effected being called “transubstantiation.” 

This is Rome’s bold and fearless, yea, uncompromising 
avowal, and as we look upon it, so clearly presented, we see 
the very heart of Romish error. 

Rome has many superstitions, follies, misleading forms 
and erroneous doctrines, such as Mariolatry, purgatory, con- 
fession, saint-worship, prayers for the dead, priestly absolu- 
tion, spurious sacraments, etc., etc., but none of these can be 
compared in point of danger to the blasting power of the 
Mass. 

Let this doctrine be accepted, and there logically follows 
the belief that a priest can create God! And having created 
Him, that he can and does offer Him as a sacrifice for sin! 

For the testing of such a claim there can be only one tribunal, 
and that is the Word of God. But when tested here we find 
only, and everywhere, definite and conclusive contradiction. 
If there is one thing the Word of God does not teach, it is 
this. If there is one thing that the Word of God opposes, it 
is this. 

These assertions may easily be sustained, for— 

First—The doctrine of the Mass denies the all-sufficiency 
of the sacrifice of Christ—the atonement—a truth which the 
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Bible has safeguarded at every point in language that cannot 
be misunderstood. For example, in Hebrews 9: 12 we read: 
“By His (Christ’s) own blood He entered in once into the 
holy place, having obtained eternal redemption for us.” If 
the believer’s redemption is eternal is it not in itself sufficient? 
Again in Hebrews 9: 28, “So Christ was once (not many 
times to be) offered to bear the sins of many.” Again, 
Hebrews 10: 10, “By the which (God’s) will we are sanctified 
through the offering of the body of Jesus Christ once for all.” 
Again, Hebrews 10: 12, 14, “But this Man (Christ Jesus) after 
He had offered one sacrifice for sins forever sat down on the 
right hand of God. For by one offering He hath perfected 
forever them that are sanctified.” And all this is corroborated 
by the Holy Spirit, for we read in Hebrews 10: 15, “Whereof 
the Holy Ghost also is a witness to us.” Added to these 
clear statements are the conclusive words found in the 17th 
and 18th verses of the 10th chapter: “And their sins and 
iniquities will I remember no more. Now where remission of 
these is there is no more offering for sin.” How definitely 
do all these quotations harmonize with the dying testimony 
of our Lord, sealed by His own precious blood, “It is 
finished !” 

The truth is also at once brought to light by the simple 
question, Where is our Lord Jesus Christ now? Is He still 
a curse? Is He still forsaken as He was when He hung on 
the Cross a sacrifice for sin? The priest, in his claim of sacri- 
ficing (crucifying) Christ afresh, answers, “Yes.” Surely that 
is what the offering again of the body and blood of Christ 
means; that He is still a curse, still forsaken of God. But 
the Word of God answers, “No!” by telling us distinctly that 
Christ is now at the right hand of God, Himself the High 
Priest making intercession for His people. That is, the Bible 
tells us that Christ is now Himself performing the very office 
which the priest on earth claims to be fulfilling for those 
who resort to his ministry in the Mass. 

The glorious fact is, that the presence of the High Priest 
in Heaven there performing His appropriate work of inter- 
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cession renders it altogether unnecessary that there be any 
priest on earth, and accordingly we find that in all the New 
Testament there is no such thing known to it, for this age, 
as a human priest. If any were needed we would certainly 
expect to find them among the apostles, but among them 
there was not one who claimed priesthood! Peter himself 
never claimed to be a priest, and is never even referred to as such. 
The only priesthood recognized in the New Testament for this 
dispensation of grace is the spiritual priesthood ofall believers, 
as we find stated in 1 Peter 2: 9, “But ye (all believers) are 
a chosen generation, a royal priesthood, an holy nation, a 
peculiar people; that ye should show forth the praises of Him 
who hath called you out of darkness into His marvelous light.” 

Continuing our argument, we find the Word of God declar- 
ing in Hebrews 9: 22, “Without shedding of blood is no 
remission.” So, then, to remit sins by the sacrifice of the 
Mass, the priest must shed blood. But does he shed blood 
when he offers the Mass? No, he eats the bread, and drinks 
the wine after claiming to transform them into the flesh and 
blood of Christ. He does not even go through the form of 
shedding blood. How, then, can he remit sins? He cannot. 
The only way in which sins can be remitted is by faith in 
the blood of Christ that was shed on Calvary. 

We see further that if the priest still offers Christ upon 
the altar as a sacrifice the resurrection of Christ has no power, 
or even meaning. With Rome, Christ is ever on the altar 
(i. e., the cross). Here is a fatal defect, for the Word says, 
“Tf Christ be not raised your faith is vain, ye are yet in your 
sins.” (1 Cor. 15: 17.) 

The Mass tells only of Christ’s death and nothing of His 
resurrection. But how sweet to the heart of the Gospel be- 
liever are the words of assurance found in Romans 5: 1, 
“Therefore—since Christ ‘Was delivered for our offenses, and 
was raised again for our justification’—Therefore being justi- 
fied by faith we have peace with God through our Lord Jesus 
Christ.” 


(To be continued.) 
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PROTESTANTISM—WHAT IT MEANS* 
I speak concerning Christ and the Church—Ephesians 5: 32. 


BY THE REV. JAMES DAVID BURRELL, D.D., LL.D. 
(Concluded. ) 


The second of the great propositions which Protestantism 
contends for is the Bible, as an infallible rule of faith and 
practice. We receive it precisely as Christ stood for it. 


“This is the judge that ends the strife, 
When wit and reason end.” 

We hold that the Bible is true because it is inspired. But, 
they say, “This is purely a matter of interpretation: we would 
like to know what you mean by inspiration?” We do not pre- 
tend to explain the process of inspiration any more than we 
comprehend the divine process of common quickening. It is 
enough for us that the word means “breathed of God.” 

But, they ask, “How was it inspired?” We do not presume 
to say; except as the Bible itself claims to have been “written 
by holy men as they were moved by the Spirit of God.” We 
decline to be drawn into such questions without profit. The 
one thing that we insist upon is that the Bible is true. Inspira- 
tion means that or it means nothing at all. 

But, they object, “Are there not many Protestants who do 
not believe in the Bible as a trustworthy book?” Doubtless; 
but, so far forth, they are not Protestants; for Protestantism 
stands logically and historically for the integrity and trust- 
worthiness of the Scriptures as the Word of God.” 

We believe also in the Bible as an open Book. That is, each 
for himself is not only at liberty but under bonds to read and 
interpret it. “Search the Scriptures,” said Jesus, “for in them 
ye think ye have eternal life, and these are they which testify 
of me.” He thus placed a search-warrant in the hands of every 
truthseeker and required him to do his own reading and his 
own interpreting. 

But, they say, “This makes free-thinkers; and free-thinking 


*A sermon delivered by the Rev. David James Burrell, D.D., LL.D., 
in the Marble Collegiate Church, New York, Sunday, January 28, 1912. 
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leads not infrequently into unbelief.” Granted. It is a dan- 
gerous thing to search the Scriptures; but it is far more dan- 
gerous not to. Danger is one of the incidents of personal 
responsibility. For that matter, there is danger in breathing, 
in eating and drinking and walking abroad, in going to Church, 
in falling asleep and waking up; but is that any reason why we 
should refrain from doing these things? It is dangerous to 
look at the sun; shall we therefore close our eyes? It is dan- 
gerous to think about Christ; inasmuch as he is “set for the 
rise and fall of many.” There is danger in studying the Gos- 
pel; since it is “foolishness to the Greek and to the Jews a 
stumbling block.” But by all that is sacred in personal respon- 
sibility we must take the risk! 

Our safeguard is reliance on the authority of the Scriptures 
as against the fallibility of our inner consciousness. If a man 
regards himself as the Court of Final Appeal in all problems 
pertaining to the spiritual life he is sure to go astray; but if he 
reads the Scriptures with faith in their trutsworthiness he can- 
not but find himself in harmony with the mind of God. 

We believe also, as Protestants, in a world-wide Bible; that 
is, a Bible to be preached to all people even to the uttermost 
parts of the earth. 

The business of the preacher is to preach the Word. His 
personal opinion with respect to spiritual things is of no more 
value than that of other men. He is entitled to a deferential 
hearing only so far forth as he presents the Word and seeks to 
clarify it. The “foolishness of preaching” is due to the human 
factor in it; while its power lies wholly in its setting forth of 
divine truth. 

It is such preaching as this that is destined to convert the 
world. A great promise is attached to it: “As the rain and the 
snow cometh down from heaven, and returneth not thither, but 
watereth the earth, and maketh it bring forth and bud and give 
seed to the sower and bread to the eater; so shall my Word be 
that goeth forth out of my mouth; it shall not return unto me 
void, but shall accomplish that which I please and prosper in 
the thing whereto I sent it.” 

We are not asked to save souls, that being a divine preroga- 
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tive; but we are asked to give them the Gospel and God stands 
pledged to do the rest. This is the divine philosophy of mis- 
sions; from which there has been a considerable departure in 
recent times. We hear of “industrial missions” and “medical 
missions” and “educational missions;” but these are merely in- 
cidental to evangelism. 

God’s Word is “quick and powerful and sharper than any 
two-edged sword, piercing even to the dividing asunder of soul 
and spirit, and of the joints and marrow, and is a discerner of 
the thoughts and intents of the heart.” It is a sword to wound 
unto conviction and balm of Gilead to heal unto conversion. A 
due apprehension of this fact by all Christians would soon 
bring in the Golden Age. 

The tabernacle of God will never come down among men 
until we commit ourselves unreservedly to this fact. On a cer- 
tain occasion when Christ was discoursing on “the restitution 
of all things,” his disciples asked “When shall these things be?” 
His answer was “The Gospel must first be preached throughout 
the whole world; then shall the end be.” 

The third of the great propositions of Protestantism is the 


Church. We say “I believe in the holy catholic Church;” and 
we sing, 


I love thy Church, O God. 
Her walls before Thee stand, 
Dear as the apple of thin eye 
And graven on thy hand. 


The Church as we conceive it is only one. It was born at 
the gateway of Eden when the protevangel was given, “The 
Seed of woman shall bruise the serpent’s head.” Its record is 
traced through Psalm and Chronicle and Prophecy, through 
Gospel and Epistle and subsequent history down to this day. 
There never has been but one Church and there never will be. 

It is made up of all who sincerely believe in Christ. Its mem- 
bers are found in many denominations. In each of these there 
are some who ought to be out; and outside of them all there 
are many who ought to be in. We cannot call the roll of the 
members of this great invisible Church. We do not need to 
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know them. Our Lord knows them and that is enough for us. 
The token of true membership is given in a seal with two in- 
scriptions; “The foundation of God standeth sure, having this 
seal, ‘The Lord knoweth them that are his’ and ‘Let every one 
that nameth the name of Christ depart from iniquity.’ ” 

We believe that the Church thus designated is distinctly a 
Christian Church; that is, it is founded on Christ: as it is 
written. “Other foundation can no man lay than that is laid, 
which is Jesus Christ.” 

But did he not say, “Thou art Peter; and on this rock will I 
build my Church; and the gates of hell shall not prevail against 
it?’ True. But he never said that Peter was the rock; nor 
did he mean anything of the kind. Let us get the circumstances 
before us. It was on his last journey to Jerusalem that Jesus 
asked of his disciples “Who do men say that I am?” They 
answered “Some say one thing and some another.” Then he 
asked “But who say ye that I am?” Peter replied, “Thou art 
the Christ, the Son of the living God.” In those words we have 
the fundamental truth of the Gospel. To say that Peter is 
“the rock” is bad etymology, bad philosophy, bad history, bad 
religion and bad common-sense. It is bad etymology because 
the word “petros” is quite different from the word “petran;” 
the former meaning a stone and the latter a rock. It was quite 
proper that the man who made the great confession should be 
called Petros, that is, a stone hewn out of the rock; precisely 
as Balboa was called “Pacificus” because, from the heights of 
Panama, he first saw the western sea. It is bad history to say 
that Peter is the rock, because, in point of fact, the great body 
of believers have not so regarded him. And it is bad common- 
sense, because a house built on such shifting sand would long 
ago have fallen by reason of the winds blowing and the storms 
beating upon it. As it is, however, the Church, being founded 
on the Rock of Ages, is proof against all opposition; insomuch 
that the gates of hell itself shall not prevail against it. 

We believe moreover, that the Church is a Catholic Church; 
that is, universal. It is destined in divine providence to over- 
spread the earth with the glory of its divine Lord as the waters 
cover the sea. The little company of disciples who went forth 
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out of the upper chamber in Jerusalem to the conquest of the 
world have been multiplied into hundreds of millions; and still 
the royal standards onward go. 
O, where are kings and empires now, 
Of old that went and came? 
But, Lord, thy Church is praying yet, 
A thousand years the same! 
We mark her goodly battlements 
And her foundation strong: 
We hear, within, the solemn voice 
Of her unending song. 


Unshaken as the eternal hills, 
Immovable she stands, 

A mountain that shall fill the earth, 
An house not made with hands. . 


This, then, is Protestantism. Its only pontiff is Christ, whose 
name is above every other which is named in heaven or on 
earth. Its only hierarchy is the procession of torch-bearers who 
are crossing seas and traversing deserts and scaling mountains 
to carry into the regions of darkness and the habitations of 
death the Gospel in which life and immortality are brought to 
light. Its only ultimate and binding authority is that of the 
Book which was written by holy men as they were moved by 
the Spirit of God. Its only creed is that which is framed from 
the Scriptures by men sitting at the feet of Jesus their prophet 
and taking counsel of him. Its rule of character is briefly stated 
in the imitation of Christ. Its most fervent litany is, “From all 
tyranny of mind and conscience and heart, good Lord, deliver 
us!” Its grandest music is the breaking of chains; and its uni- 
versal and eternal gloria is, 


All hail the power of Jesus’ name! 
Let angels prostrate fall: 

Bring forth the royal diadem, 
And crown him Lord of all! 


Its gates are open to all believers; as wide open as the twelve 
gates of heaven. The summary of all its teachings, all its 
creeds and manifestoes, all its symbols whatsoever, is briefly 
contained in the saying that is written, “God so loved the 
world that he gave his only begotten Son, that whosoever be- 
lieveth in Him should not perish but have everlasting life.” 
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The Bible in the Public Schools 

Kaiser Wilhelm, in speaking to a crowd of schoolboys, said: 
“In your lessons you have read of many great men who have ele- 
vated and inspired you, but theirs were only human words, and 
no human words can be considered equal to a single word of God. 
Never has a human word succeeded in inspiring the people of all 
races and all nations equally to the same goal.” This testimony 
will not be successfully impugned, says the “Christian Workers’ 
Magazine,” July, 1912, and it demands an answer why we are 
denying such a source of elevation to the coming generation of 
our citizens? 

This is a free country, and we pride ourselves on liberty of con- 
science. Every man may worship God as he pleases, and should 
he elect not to worship Him at all, like the court of Ahasuerus, 
the law does not compel. And yet this is not a country of atheists, 
infidels or pagans. We all believe in one God, and that God is 
He of the Bible. Christians and Jews, Catholics and Protestants, 
Trinitarians and Unitarians, Christian Scientists and Spiritualists, 
new thought and old thought, all unite on this. We are not now 
speaking of definitions and interpretations, but simply the great 
broad question of theistic belief. Ask any of the above if his God 
is other than the God of the Bible, and he will resist the impu- 
tation indignantly. 

On what ground, therefore, can it be charged that we are 
forcing the conscience of any if we ask that the Bible be read with- 
out note or comment in the public schools? It is not 2 question 
of the teaching of religion, much less any particular form of 
Christianity, but one merely of making gooa citizens. 

“A great many saints have been canonized whose only appar- 
ent merit was mendicancy. They seem to have been transplanted 
to Heaven for that which, considered as a matter of sound policy, 
should have subjected them to castigation and confinement in 
this world. 

“Mendicants are nothing more nor less than monks au petit 
pied; and that such is the fact is evident from the mendicant 
monks being so classed in the vocabulary.”—Napoleon. 
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Christ’s Mission Contributions 
The following contributions were received for the work of 
Christ’s Mission from October 16 to and including October 30, 


1912. Kindly inform us if any names are omitted that should be 
included in this list: 


D, A., $8.50; Mrs. A. C. W., $10.00; “Friends in Keritucky,” 


per Mrs. E. J. D., $3.50; R. L., $5.00; Miss A. M. S., $50.00; 
E. A. S., $5.00; C. A. C., Soc. 


To Our Subscribers 


Many of our subscribers are in arrears of payment, and some 
of them long in arrears. We would remind our friends that we 
must pay our bills promptly while we are waiting for them to 
pay theirs, and we need the money. Many subscribers do not 
watch their dates, but wait for a bill. To send special bills to 
all on our list would greatly add to our expense and increase our 
labor. There is a bill on the wrapper of each magazine that 
comes to you. After your name you will find the month and year 
of your next payment-date. Thus, if your wrapper says: “Nov., 
12,” it means that your subscription expires with the November 
issue, 1912, and at that time you should send your money for 
another year’s subscription. We do not drop the names of delin- 
quent subscribers unless they request it. May we ask all sub- 
scribers in arrears to kindly make their payments this month? 
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